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RECOMMENDATION SUBMITTAL 
 

DATE: March 27, 2014 

TO: Catherine Payne, Chairperson 
 
FROM: Catherine Payne, Chairperson 
 Performance and Accountability Committee 
 
AGENDA ITEM: Action on Approval of Academic Performance Framework including School-

Specific Measures and Weighting Plans 

I. DESCRIPTION 
 
That the Committee recommend to the Commission that the Academic Performance Framework as 
described in this submittal, including, but not limited to, the three (3) weighting distributions 
consisting of 0%, 10%, and 25% School-Specific Measures, be approved by the Commission and 
implemented within the State Public Charter School Contract that will be effective July 1, 2014. 
 

II. AUTHORITY 
 
Pursuant to Hawaii Revised Statutes (“HRS”) §302D-2, “[a]ny charter school holding a charter to 
operate under Part IV, subpart D, of chapter 302A, as that subpart existed before July 11, 2006, and 
any charter school holding a charter to operate under chapter 302B as it existed before June 19, 
2012, shall be considered a charter school for the purposes of this chapter under a charter contract 
with the commission unless the charter contract is revoked, transferred to another authorizer, or 
not renewed, or the charter school voluntarily closes.” 
 
Section 4.1.1 of the State Public School Charter Contract provides that “the School’s academic 
performance under this Contract shall be evaluated based on the School’s record of performance 
according to the State accountability system as may be amended from time to time consistent with 
State and federal requirements and shall give due consideration to the School’s performance based 
on any Commission-approved school-specific indicators adopted by the School.” 
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III. BACKGROUND 
 
Academic Performance Framework.  Staff established a process for soliciting input from the schools 
on the Academic Performance Framework.  This process included informational meetings with the 
schools, surveys, and direct emails to school directors and governing board chairs.  During the week 
of February 18, 2014, staff held informational meetings with Oahu, Hilo, Kona, and Kauai schools 
where staff described the current draft of the Academic Performance Framework.  All schools were 
provided with the last draft of the Academic Performance Framework and were invited to provide 
feedback.  A webinar was conducted for schools unable to attend the in-person meetings.  On 
March 21, 2014 staff hosted an open conference line for any schools to provide final feedback; one 
school did so.  Any feedback received after March 27, 2014 will be shared with the Commission at its 
April 10, 2014 General Business Meeting.  The feedback compiled from the survey thus far are 
included in this submittal as Exhibit 1.  Staff has made some revisions to the Academic Performance 
Framework based on the feedback received.  These revisions are described in the Decision Making 
Statement section that follows. 

Weighting Plan and School-Specific Measures.  At the February 13, 2014 Commission Meeting, the 
Commission approved a two-tiered weighting system for School-Specific Measures with the highest 
tier established at 25% and the second tier at 10%.  In response to this approval, staff began work 
with National Association of Charter School Authorizers (“NACSA”) to develop appropriate weighting 
plans.  At the February 27, 2014 Committee meeting, staff updated the Committee on its progress 
on the weighting plans.  The informational submittal to the Committee included the three weighting 
plans that staff planned to share with the schools as well as the plan for collecting feedback by way 
of in-person meetings and surveys.   
 
The three (3) weighting plans illustrated how weighting would vary depending on a school’s 
approved use of School-Specific Measures:                                                                                                        
 

1. A weighting plan assuming School-Specific Measures are weighted 25% (Exhibit 2); 
2. A weighting plan assuming School-Specific Measures are weighted 10% (Exhibit 3); and 
3. A weighting plan assuming School-Specific Measures have a 0% weight, where schools 

have decided not to use any School-Specific Measures (Exhibit 4). 
 

Staff distributed the weighting plans to the schools and elicited feedback.  The feedback, by way of 
survey and in-person dialogue, has been mixed.  While some respondents believed that the amount 
of weight allocated to State accountability was too high, others raised concern that the School-
Specific Measure was “watering down” and lowering the state accountability component 
(see Exhibit 1). Most feedback indicated an appreciation for the high emphasis on growth. Taken 
altogether, staff recommends no drastic changes to the weighting plan as submitted.  As stated at 
the last Committee meeting, the proposed weighting plans are consistent with weighting plans of 
other state authorizers.   
 
At the Commission’s March 27, 2014 Performance and Accountability Committee meeting, staff 
presented its recommendation, as described in the Decision Making Statement below.  The 
Committee did not have quorum, so it was unable to take action on the motion to make a 
recommendation to the Commission.  As such, staff has brought the item to the Commission as a 
separate agenda item on the Commission’s April 10, 2014 General Business Meeting. 
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IV. DECISION MAKING STATEMENT 
 
Based on the feedback accumulated thus far, staff recommends the following revisions to the 
Academic Performance Framework.  A revised draft reflecting these changes is attached as Exhibit 
5.  These changes were made to the last draft of the Academic Performance Framework, which was 
distributed to the Performance and Accountability Committee on February 27, 2013. 
 
Staff did not receive any feedback from schools advocating for revision or removal of Measure 1.a. 
(State and Federal Accountability) or Measure 1.b. (School Status).  Consequently, staff recommends 
that these measures remain intact and unchanged, as described in Exhibit 5. 

 
Measure 1.c. (Annual Measurable Outcomes).  This measure seeks to create achievement targets 
for individual schools based on past performance.  Annual Measurable Outcomes (“AMOs”) are 
commonly used as school improvement tools that set targets to measure the effectiveness of 
program interventions.  Survey results were split, with four respondents that advocated for revision 
of this measure and referenced inconsistent initial baseline targets.  The remaining four survey 
respondents stated no revision was necessary.  While staff believes that AMOs are primarily a school 
improvement tool, and is not an appropriate performance measurement tool, HRS §302D-16 calls 
for AMOs to be included in the performance frameworks.  Staff believes that this measure can 
inform the Commission on schools’ progress, but is not an effective tool for measuring academic 
performance consistently for all schools.  Therefore, staff recommends including this measure as a 
part of the Academic Performance Framework, but making this measure unweighted.  
1.c. Does the school meet its Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs)?  
Note: Reading and math are evaluated separately.  
Exceeds Standard:  
 The school met its subsequent year’s AMO or exceeded the state average of percent 

proficient by 10% or higher. 
Meets Standard: 
 The school met its AMO, met the state average of percent proficent, or exceeded the state 

average of percent proficient up to 10%. 
Does Not Meet Standard: 
 The school did not meet its AMO and is within 5% range of meeting its AMO. 
Falls Far Below Standard: 
 The school did not meet its AMO or is equal to or below the Established Minimum 

Proficiency.  
 
Measure 2.a. (High Needs Proficiency). Six of eight respondents to this survey question 
recommended no change to this measure.  At the in-person meetings, one school representative 
advocated removal of this measure as it uses the same data used to calculate the Strive HI Index. 
This measure is included in the Academic Performance Framework to provide the Commission with 
more information to assess how charter schools are specifically serving high-needs students.  
Because Strive HI only measures performance of this group as relative to non high-needs students, 
staff felt inclusion of this measure is both valuable and important, as it isolates the performance of 
high-needs students and compares their performance to their peers in other schools across the 
state.  Staff recommends the measure remains unamended. 
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Measure 2.b. (High Needs Growth). Of the eight people that responded to the online survey, six 
recommended no revision to this measure. The measuring of academic growth among students of 
need is not captured anywhere in the Strive HI index. The in-person meetings showed tremendous 
support for this measure. Staff recommends this measure remains the same. 
2.b. Are High-Needs students showing growth in reading and math based on the Hawaii 

Growth Model’s median Student Growth Percentile (SGP)?  
Note: Reading and math are evaluated separately. 
Exceeds Standard: 
 The school’s High-Needs median SGP is greater than 56. 
Meets Standard: 
 The school’s High-Needs median SGP is between 47 and 56. 
Does Not Meet Standard: 
 The school’s High-Needs median SGP is between 37 and 46. 
Falls Far Below Standard: 
 The school’s High-Needs median SGP is less than 37. 

 
  

2.a. Are High-Needs students meeting or exceeding the statewide average proficiency 
rates for High-Needs students in reading and math? 

Note: Reading and math are evaluated separately. 
Exceeds Standard:  
 The school’s average High-Needs proficiency rate is in the top 10 percent of statewide High-

Needs performance in schools serving the same grades. 
Meets Standard: 
 The school’s average High-Needs proficiency rate meets or exceeds the statewide average 

High-Needs performance of schools serving the same grades but is below the top 10 
percent. 

Does Not Meet Standard: 
 The school’s average High-Needs proficiency rate is below the statewide average High-

Needs performance of schools serving the same grades but is above the bottom 20 
percent. 

Falls Far Below Standard: 
 The school’s average High-Needs proficiency rate is in the bottom 20 percent of statewide 

High-Needs performance of schools serving the same grades. 
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Measure 2.c. (Adequate Growth Percentile).  This measure is designed to inform the Commission 
about whether the observed level of growth is sufficient for those students to be, on average, on 
track to reach or maintain proficiency in that content area.  Feedback on this measure has been 
positive.  However, developing the Adequate Growth Percentiles (“AGP”) model requires at least 
two years of Smarter Balanced Assessment results.  Staff recommends this measure act as a 
placeholder until DOE finalizes and releases AGP results.  The AGP measure should become available 
and incorporated into the Academic Performance Framework after the 2016-2017 school year.  The 
plan is to assign the weight of 5, 6, or 8% depending on the School-Specific Measure afforded to the 
school.  
  2.c. Are High-Needs students showing adequate growth to proficiency in reading and 

math based on the Hawaii Growth Model’s adequate growth percentile (AGP)? 
Note: Adequate Growth Percentile (AGP) will be included in the Academic Performance 

Framework when they are available from HI DOE. 
Exceeds Standard: 
  TBD 
Meets Standard: 
 TBD 
Does Not Meet Standard: 
 TBD 
Falls Far Below Standard: 
 TBD 

 
Measure 3.a. (Standard Goals: Comparison of Similar Schools).  This measure was an attempt to 
compare schools serving similar populations, including DOE schools.  The issue surrounding this 
measure was that charter schools were compared to schools on different islands and six schools 
were not assigned an appropriate match.  Nearly all schools that provided feedback suggested 
deletion of this measure.  At the February 27, 2014 Performance and Accountability Committee 
meeting, written testimony was submitted on behalf of sixteen Hawaiian Focused schools 
advocating that Measure 3.a. (Standard Goals: Comparison: Comparison of Similar Schools),  of the 
Academic Performance Framework be removed and its weight be allocated to increase the School 
Specific Measure Weight to a maximum of 30%.  Staff recommends removal of this measure from 
the APF based on the feedback from schools and accordingly reallocating its 5, 6, or 8%1 weight to 
the high needs indicator:  2c. AGP; however, since data does not currently exist for this measure, 
staff recommends reallocating the 5, 6, or 8% weight to measure 2b. High-Needs Growth until the 
data becomes available. Staff did not reallocate the weight to School-Specific Measures because the 
Commission determined at its February 13, 2014 General Business Meeting that 25% is the 
maximum allowable weight to School-Specific Measures. 
 
Measure 4. (School-Specific Measures) No substantial feedback on this measure was submitted.  
This is due in part because this measure has already been approved by the Commission and 
seventeen schools have opted not to create a School-Specific Measure in this first year of 
implementation.  Staff recommends that this measure remain intact as approved by the Commission 
on February 13, 2014. 
 
 

                                                 
1 The weight varies because School-Specific Indicator can vary in weight at 0, 10, and 25%. 
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4.  Did the school meet its school-specific academic goals?  
Note: Specific metric(s) and target(s) must be developed and agreed upon by the 

charter school and the Commission. 

Exceeds Standard: 
 The school exceeded its school-specific academic goal(s). 

Meets Standard: 
 The school met its school-specific academic goal(s). 

Does Not Meet Standard: 
 The school did not meet its school-specific academic goal(s). 
Falls Far Below Standard: 
 The school fell far below its school-specific academic goal(s). 

 
Summary of Recommended Revisions to the Academic Performance Framework 
 
1. Staff recommends keeping measure 1.c (AMOs) as an unweighted, placeholder measure. 

 
2. Staff recommends removal of the measure 3.a. (Comparison of Similar Schools) 

 
3. Staff recommends replacing measure 3.a (Comparison of Similar Schools) with the proposed 

Adequate Growth Percentile Measure, once data becomes available, and assume a weight of 5, 
6, or 8% as proposed in the three weighting scenarios.  
 

4. In the interim, while collecting the necessary data to run the AGP measure, staff recommends 
the weight of measure 3.a. be reallocated to Measure 2.b. (High Needs Growth).  The weighting 
plans are included as attachments reflect this recommendation. 
 

5. Staff recommends keeping School-Specific Measures at the current maximum of 25%. 

 
Overall Weighting Plans.  The weighting plans have been shared with schools.  A recommendation 
to reweight of School-Specific Measures was addressed earlier in this submittal.  Other than the 
suggestion regarding School-Specific Measures, no recommendations for change to the remaining 
six measures of the framework were submitted.  Staff recommends no changes to the current 
weighting plans attached in this submittal. 
 
Trial Run Considerations.  During the process of developing the Academic Performance Framework, 
NACSA provided the Commission with trial runs of the Academic Performance Framework.  The trial 
run in December 2013, was the last trial run under NACSA’s contract with the Hawaii Board of 
Education (“BOE”). If the Commission opts for an additional trial run after the end of NACSA’s 
contract with BOE, using 2012-2013 assessment data, the Commission will need to assume the cost 
of $10,000.  If the Commission opts not to contract for a new trial run, the first run of the Academic 
Performance Framework will take place in the summer of 2014 using the Hawaii State Assessment  
results from the 2013-14 school year. 
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V. RECOMMENDATION 
 

Staff made the following recommendation as a motion to the Committee, but the Committee was 
unable to take action on it: 
  
“Moved to recommend to the Commission that the Academic Performance Framework as 
described in this May 27, 2014 submittal, including, but not limited to, the three (3) weighting 
plans consisting of 0%, 10%, and 25% weights accorded to School-Specific Measures be approved 
by the Commission and implemented within the State Public Charter School Contract that will be 
effective July 1, 2014.”  
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Exhibit 1 
Academic Performance Framework Feedback Summary 
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m
at

h 
sc

or
es

, f
or

 
ex

am
pl

e)
, i

t c
an

 b
e 

ex
tr

em
el

y 
ch

al
le

ng
in

g 
to

 p
us

h 
to

 th
os

e 
hi

gh
er

 
nu

m
be

rs
.  I

 th
in

k 
th

e 
pr

io
ri

ty
 sh

ou
ld

 b
e 

on
 im

pr
ov

in
g 

ar
ea

s o
f 

co
nc

er
n 

w
he

n 
th

ey
 e

xi
st

, w
ith

 th
e 

im
pr

ov
em

en
t o

f s
tr

on
ge

r a
re

as
 a

t 
a 

lo
w

er
 im

po
rt

an
ce

 le
ve

l o
n 

th
e 

lis
t. 

• 
Do

es
 th

is
 fo

rm
ul

a 
fa

vo
r s

ch
oo

ls
 w

ith
 lo

w
 in

iti
al

 b
as

el
in

es
?  

or
 v

ic
a 

ve
rs

a?
 

• 
I d

on
't 

fe
el

 I 
ha

ve
 e

no
ug

h 
un

de
rs

ta
nd

in
g 

of
 th

is
. 

• 
Sh

ou
ld

 th
e 

w
or

d 
"s

ub
se

qu
en

t"
 b

e 
re

m
ov

ed
 fo

rm
 th

e 
Ex

ce
ed

 
St

an
da

rd
s d

es
cr

ip
tio

n?
 It

's
 n

ot
 in

 a
ny

 o
f t

he
 o

th
er

s, 
an

d 
it'

s n
ot

 
cl

ea
r w

ha
t i

t m
ea

ns
. 

• 
Be

w
ar

e 
of

 th
e 

sh
ift

 to
 S

m
ar

te
r B

al
an

ce
d.

  I
 th

in
k 

w
e'

ll 
lik

el
y 

ne
ed

 to
 

ad
ju

st
 th

e 
AM

Os
.  T

hi
s m

et
ho

do
lo

gy
 g

en
er

al
ly

 w
or

ks
, b

ut
 it

'll
 b

e 
ha

rd
 to

 la
un

ch
 in

 a
 y

ea
r w

he
n 

te
st

in
g 

ch
an

ge
s. 

 2.
a.

 P
le

as
e 

pr
ov

id
e 

co
m

m
en

ts
 b

el
ow

. 

• 
Is

 th
is

 p
op

ul
at

io
n 

of
 st

ud
en

ts
 in

cl
ud

ed
 in

 th
e 

sc
ho

ol
's

 b
as

el
in

e 
m

ea
su

re
 o

r s
ep

ar
at

e?
 

• 
Se

e 
co

m
m

en
ts

 in
 se

ct
io

n 
1 

fo
r s

ta
nd

ar
d 

go
al

s, 
bu

t t
hi

s o
ne

 re
al

ly
 is

 
ba

se
d 

on
 w

he
re

 th
e 

av
er

ag
e 

la
nd

s. 
• 

H
ow

 w
ou

ld
 th

is
 im

pa
ct

 st
ud

en
ts

 w
ho

 a
re

 d
is

ab
le

d?
 

• 
Th

is
 to

 m
e 

fe
el

s l
ik

e 
a 

lo
w

er
 st

an
da

rd
 o

f s
uc

ce
ss

 fo
r h

ig
h 

ne
ed

s 
st

ud
en

ts
. S

ho
ul

dn
't 

w
e 

co
m

pa
re

 th
ei

r p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 to
 a

ll 
st

ud
en

ts
 

or
 to

 n
on

-h
ig

h 
ne

ed
s s

tu
de

nt
s?
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2.
b.

 P
le

as
e 

pr
ov

id
e 

co
m

m
en

ts
 b

el
ow

. 

• 
Th

is
 m

ay
 b

e 
an

 is
su

e 
fo

r s
tu

de
nt

s w
ith

 se
rv

er
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
ta

l 
di

sa
bi

lit
ie

s a
nd

 st
ud

en
ts

 w
ho

 a
re

 in
 a

 W
or

kp
la

ce
 R

ea
di

ne
ss

 
Pr

og
ra

m
. 

• 
Ju

st
 b

e 
aw

ar
e 

th
at

 th
is

 is
 b

as
ed

 o
n 

ho
w

 th
e 

SG
P 

di
st

ri
bu

tio
n 

lo
ok

ed
 la

st
 y

ea
r, 

an
d 

th
at

 th
e 

ru
br

ic
 w

as
 m

ad
e 

to
 e

ns
ur

e 
th

at
 

th
e 

cu
t p

oi
nt

s c
am

e 
at

 in
te

rv
al

s t
ha

t c
re

at
ed

 e
ve

nl
y 

si
ze

d 
gr

ou
ps

.  I
f y

ou
 w

an
t a

 st
ab

le
 ru

br
ic

 y
ou

 m
ay

 co
ns

id
er

 cu
t 

po
in

ts
 th

at
 a

re
n'

t b
as

ed
 o

n 
si

m
pl

e 
qu

an
til

es
 a

nd
 a

re
 m

or
e 

no
rm

at
iv

e 
(i.

e.
 0

-3
5,

 3
6-

65
, 6

6+
). 
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2.
c. 

Pl
ea

se
 p

ro
vi

de
 co

m
m

en
ts

 b
el

ow
. 

• 
TB

D 
• 

It 
is

 T
BD

, s
o 

ca
nn

ot
 p

ro
vi

de
 fe

ed
ba

ck
 

• 
I t

hi
nk

 th
e 

da
ta

 e
xi

st
 fo

r t
hi

s. 
 3.

a.
 P

le
as

e 
pr

ov
id

e 
co

m
m

en
ts

 b
el

ow
. 

• 
Is

 th
er

e 
a 

de
fin

iti
on

 o
f t

he
 d

es
cr

ip
to

r "
Si

m
ila

r"
? 

• 
Re

co
ns

id
er

 th
e 

pe
rc

en
ta

ge
s o

f t
he

se
 a

nd
 lo

ok
 a

t h
ow

 m
an

y 
sc

ho
ol

s w
ou

ld
 b

e 
"m

at
ch

ed
" t

og
et

he
r. 

 T
he

 e
xc

ee
ds

 
st

an
da

rd
s s

ee
m

s o
ut

 o
f r

ea
ch

.  A
ls

o 
if 

al
l t

he
 sc

ho
ol

s a
re

 
sh

ow
in

g 
gr

ow
th

, y
ou

 a
re

 st
ill

 co
m

pa
ri

ng
 th

em
 w

ith
 e

ac
h 

ot
he

r. 
 If

, f
or

 e
xa

m
pl

e,
 S

ch
oo

l A
 a

nd
 S

ch
oo

l B
 h

as
 a

n 
av

er
ag

e 
pe

rf
or

m
an

ce
 o

f 8
5%

 n
ei

th
er

 w
ou

ld
 b

e 
Ex

ce
ed

s S
ta

nd
ar

d 
• 

In
 th

e 
"n

ot
e"

, c
an

 y
ou

 sp
el

l o
ut

 "e
co

n.
 d

is
., S

W
D,

 a
nd

 E
LL

"?
  

An
d,

 o
f c

ou
rs

e,
 w

e'
re

 cu
ri

ou
s w

ith
 w

ha
t s

ch
oo

l w
e 

"m
at

ch
". 

• 
W

ha
t a

bo
ut

 sc
ie

nc
e?

 
• 

Tr
yi

ng
 to

 "m
at

ch
" w

ith
 o

ur
 sc

ho
ol

 sa
m

pl
e 

si
ze

 is
 a

 d
iff

ic
ul

t 
en

de
av

or
.  S

ys
te

m
s t

ha
t d

o 
th

is
 w

el
l (

CA
, N

YC
) h

av
e 

so
 m

an
y 

m
or

e 
sc

ho
ol

s t
ha

n 
w

e 
do

 th
at

 th
er

e 
ar

e 
in

ev
ita

bl
y 

go
od

 
co

m
pa

ri
so

n 
sc

ho
ol

s. 
 I'

d 
al

so
 b

e 
w

or
ri

ed
 a

bo
ut

 th
e 

st
ab

ili
ty

 
of

 th
e 

m
at

ch
es

. 
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4.
 P

le
as

e 
pr

ov
id

e 
co

m
m

en
ts

 b
el

ow
. 

• 
Pl

ea
se

 d
ef

in
e 

"e
xc

ee
d,

 m
et

, d
id

 n
ot

 m
ee

t, 
an

d 
fe

ll 
fa

r b
el

ow
" i

n 
a 

m
ea

su
ra

bl
e 

w
ay

. 
• 

W
ou

ld
 th

is
 q

ue
st

io
n 

be
 re

pe
at

ed
 fo

r e
ac

h 
of

 th
e 

sc
ho

ol
 sp

ec
ifi

c g
oa

ls
? 

• 
Is

 th
is

 m
ea

su
re

 u
nw

ei
gh

te
d?

  I
t d

oe
s n

ot
 st

at
e 

th
at

 a
lth

ou
gh

 d
oe

s 
st

at
e 

op
tio

na
l..

. 
• 

N
ot

 su
re

 w
ha

t t
hi

s m
ea

ns
. 

 Pl
ea

se
 p

ro
vi

de
 G

EN
ER

AL
 F

EE
DB

AC
K 

on
 th

e 
en

tir
e 

W
ei

gh
tin

g 
Pl

an
 h

er
e.

 
Pr

ov
id

e 
SP

EC
IF

IC
 fe

ed
ba

ck
 in

 th
e 

sp
ac

e 
pr

ov
id

ed
 b

en
ea

th
 e

ac
h 

ta
bl

e.
 

• 
Ag

ai
n,

 th
es

e 
ca

te
go

ri
es

 n
ee

d 
to

 b
e 

cl
ea

rl
y 

de
fin

ed
 a

nd
 e

xp
la

in
ed

.  F
or

 
ex

am
pl

e,
 h

ow
 d

oe
s o

ne
 m

ea
su

re
 st

ud
en

t g
ro

w
th

, a
nd

 a
re

 w
e 

al
l 

do
in

g 
it 

in
 e

xa
ct

ly
 th

e 
sa

m
e 

w
ay

 if
 w

e 
ar

e 
co

m
pa

ri
ng

 b
et

w
ee

n 
sc

ho
ol

s?
  T

he
 sa

m
e 

fo
r p

ro
fic

ie
nc

y,
 re

ad
in

es
s (

fo
r c

ol
le

ge
? c

ar
ee

rs
?)

, 
et

c. 
• 

Ge
ne

ra
lly

, w
e 

w
an

t t
he

 S
SM

s t
o 

co
un

t a
s m

uc
h 

as
 p

os
si

bl
e.

 T
he

 
ad

va
nt

ag
e 

of
 b

ei
ng

 a
 ch

ar
te

r s
ch

oo
l i

s t
ha

t w
e 

m
ea

su
re

 m
or

e 
th

an
 

ju
st

 te
st

 sc
or

es
! S

o 
le

t's
 su

bm
it 

th
os

e 
as

 re
al

 m
ea

su
re

s o
f s

tu
de

nt
 

pr
og

re
ss

... 
• 

Se
ri

ou
s c

on
ce

rn
s a

bo
ut

 th
e 

w
ei

gh
tin

g!
 H

av
in

g 
th

e 
sc

ho
ol

 sp
ec

ifi
c 

m
ea

su
re

 co
un

t t
ow

ar
ds

 2
5%

 si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
ly

 w
at

er
s d

ow
n 

th
e 

ac
ad

em
ic

 
ac

co
un

ta
bi

lit
y.

 C
ha

rt
er

 sc
ho

ol
s n

ee
d 

to
 fi

rs
t a

nd
 fo

re
m

os
t e

ns
ur

e 
th

ey
 a

re
 p

re
pa

ri
ng

 st
ud

en
ts

 fo
r a

ca
de

m
ic

 su
cc

es
s. 

In
 a

dd
iti

on
, t

hi
s 

ap
pe

ar
s t

o 
be

 o
ut

 o
f a

lig
nm

en
t w

ith
 b

es
t p

ra
ct

ic
es

 a
nd

 
re

co
m

m
en

da
tio

ns
 fo

r n
at

io
na

l e
xp

er
ts

. 
• 

Th
is

 is
 p

re
tt

y 
co

nf
us

in
g.

  W
hy

 w
ou

ld
 sc

ho
ol

s h
av

e 
di

ffe
re

nt
ly

 
w

ei
gh

te
d 

sc
ho

ol
-s

pe
ci

fic
 m

ea
su

re
s?

  I
f i

t w
er

e 
a 

m
et

ri
c o

f t
he

ir
 

ch
oo

si
ng

 w
ou

ld
n'

t t
he

 in
ce

nt
iv

e 
be

 to
 m

ak
e 

it 
fa

ir
ly

 si
m

pl
e 

an
d 

th
en

 
ch

oo
se

 to
 h

av
e 

it 
co

un
t f

or
 2

5%
?  

By
 h

av
in

g 
th

em
 b

e 
op

tio
na

l a
nd

 
va

ri
ab

le
, d

oe
sn

't 
th

at
 e

lim
in

at
e 

th
e 

co
m

pa
ra

bi
lit

y 
of

 e
ac

h 
sc

ho
ol

's
 

sc
or

e?
  W

ou
ld

n'
t t

he
 1

0-
25

%
 v

er
si

on
s o

f S
SM

 b
e 

en
ou

gh
 to

 ch
an

ge
 a

 
sc

ho
ol

's 
ca

te
go

ri
za

tio
n?
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M
in

. P
ro

f/
Gr

ow
th

: P
le

as
e 

pr
ov

id
e 

sp
ec

ifi
c f

ee
db

ac
k 

be
lo

w
. 

[N
o 

Fe
ed

ba
ck

] 

 N
or

m
at

iv
e 

AP
I: 

Pl
ea

se
 p

ro
vi

de
 sp

ec
ifi

c f
ee

db
ac

k 
be

lo
w

. 

[N
o 

Fe
ed

ba
ck

] 

 N
or

m
at

iv
e 

Pr
of

/G
ro

w
th

: P
le

as
e 

pr
ov

id
e 

sp
ec

ifi
c f

ee
db

ac
k 

be
lo

w
. 

• 
Se

ri
ou

s c
on

ce
rn

s a
bo

ut
 th

e 
w

ei
gh

tin
g!

 H
av

in
g 

th
e 

sc
ho

ol
 sp

ec
ifi

c 
m

ea
su

re
 co

un
t t

ow
ar

ds
 2

5%
 si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

ly
 w

at
er

s d
ow

n 
th

e 
ac

ad
em

ic
 

ac
co

un
ta

bi
lit

y.
 C

ha
rt

er
 sc

ho
ol

s n
ee

d 
to

 fi
rs

t a
nd

 fo
re

m
os

t e
ns

ur
e 

th
ey

 a
re

 p
re

pa
ri

ng
 st

ud
en

ts
 fo

r a
ca

de
m

ic
 su

cc
es

s. 
In

 a
dd

iti
on

, t
hi

s 
ap

pe
ar

s t
o 

be
 o

ut
 o

f a
lig

nm
en

t w
ith

 b
es

t p
ra

ct
ic

es
 a

nd
 

re
co

m
m

en
da

tio
ns

 fo
r n

at
io

na
l e

xp
er

ts
. 
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M

in
im

um
 S

ta
te

 A
cc

ou
nt

ab
ili

ty
 R

eq
ui

re
m

en
t: 

Pl
ea

se
 p

ro
vi

de
 co

m
m

en
ts

 
be

lo
w

. 

• 
A 

co
nc

er
n 

w
ou

ld
 b

e 
th

e 
pe

rc
en

ta
ge

s u
se

d 
to

 d
et

er
m

in
e 

M
SA

R.
  W

ho
 

an
d 

ho
w

 is
 th

at
 m

ea
su

re
 d

ev
el

op
ed

?  
Is

 it
 e

du
ca

tio
na

l r
es

ea
rc

h 
or

ie
nt

ed
 o

r d
at

a 
dr

iv
en

? 
• 

Th
is

 is
 si

m
ila

r t
o 

w
ha

t w
e 

be
lie

ve
 a

bo
ut

 st
ud

en
ts

: a
ll 

st
ud

en
ts

 ca
n 

ac
hi

ev
e 

m
as

te
ry

. W
ith

 th
is

 m
od

el
 (t

he
 p

ro
fic

ie
nc

y 
an

d 
gr

ow
th

 
st

an
da

rd
 m

od
el

), 
al

l s
ch

oo
ls

 co
ul

d 
ac

hi
ev

e 
m

as
te

ry
, i

f t
he

ir
 st

ud
en

ts
 

ca
n 

ac
hi

ev
e 

pr
of

ic
ie

nc
y 

on
 th

e 
H

SA
.  T

ha
t i

s t
he

 w
ay

 it
 sh

ou
ld

 b
e.

 W
e 

do
n'

t w
an

t a
 m

ov
in

g 
ta

rg
et

 in
 w

hi
ch

 w
e 

ha
ve

 to
 co

m
pe

te
 a

ga
in

st
 

ea
ch

 o
th

er
, a

nd
 a

lw
ay

s b
e 

do
in

g 
be

tt
er

 th
an

 o
th

er
 sc

ho
ol

s. 
W

e 
w

an
t 

al
l s

ch
oo

ls
 to

 b
e 

ab
le

 to
 a

ch
ie

ve
 m

as
te

ry
.  W

e 
ha

ve
 si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 
co

nc
er

ns
 a

bo
ut

 th
e 

no
rm

at
iv

e 
pr

op
os

al
s d

es
cr

ib
ed

 b
el

ow
. 

• 
Th

is
 se

em
s l

ik
e 

an
 in

cr
ed

ib
ly

 lo
w

 b
ar

 - 
50

%
 p

ro
fic

ie
nc

y 
as

 th
e 

flo
or

. 
• 

I'm
 co

nf
us

ed
 b

y 
th

e 
co

nc
ep

t. 
 T

he
 g

oa
l i

s t
o 

es
ta

bl
is

h 
a 

flo
or

 fo
r 

ac
ad

em
ic

 p
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 th
at

 sc
ho

ol
s a

re
 n

ot
 a

llo
w

ed
 to

 d
ro

p 
be

lo
w

?  
If 

so
 th

en
 I'

d 
hi

gh
ly

 re
co

m
m

en
d 

a 
cr

ite
ri

on
-r

ef
er

en
ce

d 
ra

th
er

 th
an

 a
 

no
rm

at
iv

e 
ap

pr
oa

ch
.  I

t's
 h

ar
d 

to
 im

ag
in

e 
a 

pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

 fl
oo

r 
sh

ift
in

g 
ov

er
 ti

m
e.
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Exhibit 2 
 

Weighting Plan with 25% Weighted School-Specific Measures 
 
 
 

  

Indicator 
Overall 

Weight by 
Indicator 

Effective Weight by Grade Level 
and Measure 

ES MS HS 
1. API 
   Proficiency 

50%  

12.5% 12.5% 12.5% 
   Student Growth 25.0% 22.5% 7.5% 
   Readiness 2.5% 7.5% 25.0% 
   Achievement Gaps 10.0% 7.5% 5.0% 
2. Standards Goals: Achievement 
   2a. High-Needs Proficiency 

25% 

10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 
   2b. High-Needs Growth 
(SGP) 15.0% 15.0% 15.0% 
   2c. High-Needs Growth 
(AGP) -  -   - 
3. Optional Academic Goals 
   School-Specific Measure 
(SSM) 25% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 
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Exhibit 3 
 

Weighting Plan with 10% Weighted School-Specific Measures 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Indicator 
Overall 

Weight by 
Indicator 

Effective Weight by Grade Level 
and Measure 

ES MS HS 
1. API 
   Proficiency 

60% 

15.0% 15.0% 15.0% 
   Student Growth 30.0% 27.0% 9.0% 
   Readiness 3.0% 9.0% 30.0% 
   Achievement Gaps 12.0% 9.0% 6.0% 
2. Standards Goals: Achievement 
   2a. High-Needs Proficiency 

30% 

12.0% 12.0% 12.0% 
   2b. High-Needs Growth 
(SGP) 18.0% 18.0% 18.0% 
   2c. High-Needs Growth 
(AGP) -  -   - 

4. Optional Academic Goals 
   School-Specific Measure 
(SSM) 10% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 
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Exhibit 4 
 

Weighting Plan for 0% School-Specific Measures 
 

 
 
 

  

Indicator 
 
 
 

Overall 
Weight by 
Indicator 

Effective Weight by Grade Level 
and Measure 

ES MS HS 

1. API 
   Proficiency 

65% 

16.25% 16.25% 16.25% 
   Student Growth 32.5% 29.5% 9.75% 
   Readiness 3.25% 9.75% 32.5% 
   Achievement Gaps 13.0% 9.75% 6.5% 
2. Standards Goals: Achievement 
   2a. High-Needs Proficiency 

35% 

13.5% 13.5% 13.5% 
   2b. High-Needs Growth 
(SGP) 21.5% 21.5% 21.5% 
   2c. High-Needs Growth 
(AGP) -  -   - 
3. Optional Academic Goals 
   School-Specific Measure 
(SSM) 0% 0% 0% 0% 
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Exhibit 5 
 

Academic Performance Framework Draft 
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Hawaii State Public Charter School Commission 
ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE FRAMEWORK 

Staff Proposal 
 
The Academic Performance Framework includes measures that allow the Commission to evaluate the 
school’s academic performance or outcomes and was developed in accordance to the Hawaii Charter 
Schools Act  (2012 Haw. Sess. Laws Act 130, §16 at 41-43.). This section answers the evaluative 
question:  Is the academic program a success?  A charter school that meets the standards in this area is 
implementing its academic program effectively, and student learning—the central purpose of every 
school—is taking place.   
  
For each measure, a school receives one of four ratings:  “Exceeds Standard”, “Meets Standard”, “Does 
Not Meet Standard”, or “Falls Far Below Standard”.  

1. STANDARD GOALS: STATE AND FEDERAL ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEM 

The Strive HI Academic Performance Index (API) is based on school performance in four categories:  
• Student proficiency  
• Student growth  
• College and career readiness: 

o Elementary schools: Attendance 
o Middle Schools: 8th grade ACT 
o High Schools: Graduation rate, 11th grade ACT, and college-going rate 

• Achievement gaps 
1.a. Is the school meeting acceptable standards according to Strive HI? 
 
Note: For schools serving more than one grade division, such as K-8 or K-12 charter schools, 
the commission will review the API for each division, as well as an overall API weighted by 
enrollment at each division. 
Exceeds Standard: 
 The school received an API at or above the 90th percentile statewide for schools serving the 

same grade division. 
Meets Standard: 
 The school received an API between the 50th and 89th percentiles statewide for schools serving 

the same grade division. 
Does Not Meet Standard: 
 The school received an API between the 20th and 49th percentiles statewide for schools serving 

the same grade division. 
Falls Far Below Standard: 
 The school received an API below the 20th percentile statewide for schools serving the same 

grade division. 
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: 

1.b. Is the school identified as a Recognition, Continuous Improvement, Focus, Priority 
school or Superintendent’s Zone school?  
Exceeds Standard:  
 The school is classified as a Recognition school. 
Meets Standard: 
 The school is classified as a Continuous Improvement school. 
Does Not Meet Standard: 
 The school is classified as a Focus school. 
Falls Far Below Standard: 
 The school is classified as a Priority or Superintendent’s Zone school. 

About 1b: This measure is used for information only and will be unweighted. 

 

1.c. Does the school meet its Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs)?  
Note: Reading and math are evaluated separately.  
Exceeds Standard:  
 The school met its subsequent year’s AMO or exceeded the state average by 10% or higher. 
Meets Standard: 
 The school met its AMO, met the state average of percent proficent, or exceeded the state 

average of percent proficient up to 10%. 
Does Not Meet Standard: 
 The school did not meet its AMO and is within 5% range of meeting its AMO. 
Falls Far Below Standard: 
 The school did not meet its AMO or is equal to or below the Established Minimum Proficiency.  

About 1c: This measure is used for information only and will be unweighted. This measure uses the Option A, 
federal methodology which can be found in the Hawai`i ESEA Flexibility Waiver submitted to the USDOE May 10, 
2013. This formula produces the rate of increase that is used to develop the annual measurable objectives (AMOs). 
In order to use the formula, a school must establish “baseline proficiency” in Reading and Math. If a school has a 
baseline profiency rate of 68% in Math, and would like to calculate a five-year set of AMOs, it would follow the 
following steps: 
 
 AMO formula: Yearly Increase = ((1-Baseline Proficiency)*0.5)/5)  
 
Baseline proficiency = 68% (.68) 
 

Yearly Increase = ((1-.68)*0.5)/5) 
Yearly Increase = ((.32)*0.5)/5) 
Yearly increase = ((.16)/5) 
Yearly increase = .032 
 

The school is expected to increase its rate of profiency by 3.2% (.032) each year. 
 
1st Year AMO  = .68  + .032 = .712  (71.2%) 
2nd Year AMO = .712  + .032 = .744  (74.4%) 
3rd Year AMO = .744  + .032 = .776  (77.6%) 
4th Year AMO = .776  + .032 = .808  (80.8%) 
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5th Year AMO = .808  + .032 = .84  (84%) 
 

This metric uses the state average additionally. A school that meets or exceeds the state average meets or exceeds 
this standard even if it does not meet its AMO. 
 
This metric uses the Established Minimum Proficiency as a floor. A school that does not at least meet the 
Established Minimum Proficiency will be evaluated as Falls Far Below Standard for this measure. 
 

2. STANDARD GOALS: PERFORMANCE OF HIGH-NEEDS STUDENTS 

The “High-Needs student” group includes all students with poverty status, special education status, or 
English as a second language status. If there are insufficient numbers of these students at a school to 
meet HI DOE data reporting thresholds, three-year pooled results will be included, if available. The High-
Needs groups is used to avoid double-counting students who fall into two or more groups (for example, a 
student with both poverty and special education status). The Commission will continue to review 
disaggregated student performance results, including race/ethnicity, but will use the High-Needs 
evaluation for accountability evaluation, consistent with the state accountability system. 
 

2.a. Are High-Needs students meeting or exceeding the statewide average proficiency rates 
for High-Needs students in reading and math? 

Note: Reading and math are evaluated separately. 
Exceeds Standard:  
 The school’s average High-Needs proficiency rate is in the top 10 percent of statewide High-

Needs performance in schools serving the same grades. 
Meets Standard: 
 The school’s average High-Needs proficiency rate meets or exceeds the statewide average 

High-Needs performance of schools serving the same grades but is below the top 10 
percent. 

Does Not Meet Standard: 
 The school’s average High-Needs proficiency rate is below the statewide average High-Needs 

performance of schools serving the same grades but is above the bottom 20 percent. 
Falls Far Below Standard: 
 The school’s average High-Needs proficiency rate is in the bottom 20 percent of statewide 

High-Needs performance of schools serving the same grades. 
About 2a: This measure compares proficiency of a school’s High-Needs students against statewide average 
proficiency rates of all High-Needs students. The performance of school’s High-Needs population is compared only 
to averages of schools serving the same grades. The metric uses a percentile ranking to evaluate performance.  
 

2.b. Are High-Needs students showing growth in reading and math based on the Hawaii 
Growth Model’s median Student Growth Percentile (SGP)?  

Note: Reading and math are evaluated separately. 
Exceeds Standard: 
 The school’s High-Needs median SGP is greater than 56. 
Meets Standard: 
 The school’s High-Needs median SGP is between 47 and 56. 
Does Not Meet Standard: 
 The school’s High-Needs median SGP is between 37 and 46. 
Falls Far Below Standard: 
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 The school’s High-Needs median SGP is less than 37. 
About 2b: This measure specifically evaluates the growth of the school’s High-Needs students. This metric is a 
revised version of the Strive HI growth scoring rubric (below). 
 

Category Reading Mathematics 
 Median 

SG
P 

Points Median 
SG
P 

Points 

Very High Growth > 58 50 > 62 50 
High Growth 55-58 35 56-62 35 
Average Growth 50-54 25 50-55 25 
Low Growth 45-49 15 43-49 15 
Very Low Growth ≤ 44 0 ≤ 42 0 

 
 
 

2.c. Are High-Needs students showing adequate growth to proficiency in reading and math 
based on the Hawaii Growth Model’s adequate growth percentile (AGP)? 

Note: Adequate Growth Percentile (AGP) will be included in the Academic Performance 
Framework when they are available from HI DOE. 

Exceeds Standard: 
  TBD 
Meets Standard: 
 TBD 
Does Not Meet Standard: 
 TBD 
Falls Far Below Standard: 
 TBD 

About 2c: Currently, the data do not exist to calculate AGP. This measure acts as a placeholder. 
 

3. OPTIONAL GOALS: SCHOOL-SPECIFIC ACADEMIC 

 
4. Did the school meet its school-specific academic goals?  
Note: Specific metric(s) and target(s) must be developed and agreed upon by the charter 

school and the Commission. 

Exceeds Standard: 
 The school exceeded its school-specific academic goal(s). 

Meets Standard: 
 The school met its school-specific academic goal(s). 

Does Not Meet Standard: 
 The school did not meet its school-specific academic goal(s). 
Falls Far Below Standard: 
 The school fell far below its school-specific academic goal(s). 

About 4: Schools have been given Margaret Lin’s Making the Mission Matter literature as initial guidance in 
developing School-Specific Measures (SSMs). The Commission created an Ad Hoc Committee to establish official 
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guidance on SSM development; this guidance is currently being finalized within the Performance and Accountability 
Committee before being approved by the General Commission for release to schools. 
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